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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-20 and 22 is/are pending in the application. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . Claims 1 -20 and 22 are pending, claim 2 1 is cancelled. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 6/26/2003 regarding claims 1-20 and 22 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 1 Chidlovskii does not teach creating a 
modified search have been considered but are not persuasive. 

Chidlovskii teaches a user submits a query 102 (see, Chidlovskii, Fig, 2), this query 102 
does not have information about which community is appropriate to search. The search 
preprocessor 30 (Fig. 2), responsive to the search query 102, applies a predetermined context 
profile to the search query to generate a context of the search query and determine the 
community or set of communities appropriate to search (see, Chidlovskii, Fig. 2, col. 2, line 37 - 
col. 3, Une 15, col. 4, lines 19-25, col. 5, lines 42-55). The query after preprocessing 30 will be 
different from the query 102 submitted by the user, it will have information about which 
community is appropriate to search. It is clearly that the search pre-processor modifies the query 
since the query has additional information about which community to search after pre- 
processing. 

Furthermore, it is well know to one of ordinary skill in the art that query has a Select . . . 
From . . . Where . . . structure. The "From" condition in query structure specifies where to 
search. The pre-processor of Chidlovskii limits which community is appropriate to the search 
and sends the search request to the search engine 20. The pre-processor must add information 
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about which community to search to the "From" condition in the query structure in order to tell 
the search engines 20 which community is appropriate to the search. Rubert also teaches 
determining which database to search according to the user information. For the same reason 
above, the information about which database to search has to be added to the "From" condition 
in the query structure in order to tell the search engine which database is appropriate to search. 

As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 4 "no discussion, and certainly no enabling 
description, is provided to how the results may be processed to standardize the results from 
differing search engines" have been considered but are not persuasive. 

Chidlovskii teaches collecting search results from different search engines, rank and 
display all the search result in a normal/standard fashion (see, Chidlovskii, Fig. 2, col. 2, lines 
49-65). Furthermore, it is noted that the features how the results may be processed to standardize 
the results from differing search engines are not recited in the rejected claim. 

As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 6 "no teaching or suggestion that it may be 
desirable to intercept a search engine indexing or populating request by retrieving the requested 
data from a content store but yet returning a modified version of the retrieved data ..." have been 
considered but are not persuasive. The combination of Chidlovskii, Rubert and Judd teaches 
restricting the user access to appropriate database/community and returning a modified/ranked 
version of retrieved data (see, Chidlovskii, col. 2, lines 37 - col. 3, line 39, col. 4, lines 19-25, 
col. 5, lines 42-55). 

As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 7 "there is no teaching the search engine 
when populating its collections or database would go though a search engine interface ... no 
teaching of modifying data retrieved from a content source . . ." have been considered but are not 
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persuasive. It is well know to one of ordinary skill in the art that the software program has 
application program interface (API) in order to interact and provide its service to user. Without 
the API, the user or other program would not be able to communicate with the software program. 
Therefore, it is clearly there is a search engine interface between the search engine and the 
content files for interaction. Furthermore, the combination of Perkins and Rubert teaches 
restricting the user access to appropriate database/community and returning a modified/ranked 
version of retrieved data (see, Rubert, col. 2, lines 55-67, Perkins, col. 1, line 52 - col. 2, line 9). 

Independent claim 14 is directed to a web server with limitations similar to those of claim 
1 written in apparatus form. 

As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 18 Judd or Rubert does not teach creating a 

modified search request by applying a search profile . . . generate a restricted populating set of 

information . . . have been considered but are not persuasive. Rubert teaches modifying search 

request by limiting the search request to which database can be accessed by the user and which 
» 

queries can be executed. Since the query has restricted access to the database, of course the 
search result will have a restricted population form restricted database. 

As per applicant's argument regarding claim 22 Chidlovskii fails to teach the concept of 
populating the search engine collections with modifications to include service identifications 
have been considered but are not persuasive. As discussed in claim 1, Chidlovskii teaches 
modifying search request to limit which community is appropriate to the search. The community 
is a service identification that identifies the appropriate community to search. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chidlovskii et 
al. ["Chidlovskii", 6,327,590] in view Rubert et al. ["Rubert", 6,366,915]. 

As per claim 1, Chidlovskii discloses a method for controlling access provided to a client 
to content files during an information search based on a client search profile, comprising: 

receiving a search request from a client; creating a modified search request by applying a 
search profile for the client to the received search request; and routing the modified search 
request to a search engine having a search engine collections populated from the content files 
(Chidlovskii, Fig. 2, col. 4, lines 19-25). 

Chidlovskii does not disclose wherein the applying of the search profile includes adding 
at least a portion of the search profile to the received search request to specify a set of the search 
engine collections to be searched by the search engine with the modified search request (Rubert, 
Fig. 4, 410, col. 2, lines 61-64). Rubert discloses determining the databases to access. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Rubert with Chidlovskii in order to determine the databases the user is 
authorized to access. 
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Regarding to claim 2, Chidlovskii and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1, and further disclose generating the search profile based on stored 
information pertaining to the client (Chidlovskii, col. 3, lines 16-18). 

As per claim 3, Chidlovskii and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed 
in claim 2, and further discloses accessing the stored client information using login information 
for the client, the login information being collected prior to the receiving of the search request 
(Rubert, Fig. 4, col. 2, lines 61-64). 

Regarding to claim 4, Chidlovskii and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1, and further disclose in response to routing the modified search request, 
receiving a set of search results in a format defined by the search engine and including 
standardizing the set of search results (Chidlovskii, col. 2, lines 49-60). 

Regarding to claim 5, Chidlovskii and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 4, and further disclose the standardized set of search results for transmittal to 
the client (Chidlovskii, col 2, lines 58-60). 

5. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chidlovskii et al, 
["Chidlovskii", 6,327,590] in view of Rubert et al. ["Rubert", 6,366,915] and further in view of 
Judd et al. ["Judd", 6,360,215]. 

Regarding to claim 6, Chidlovskii and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as 
discussed in claim 1, except for explicitly disclosing prior to the receiving of the search request, 
intercepting an indexing request from the search engine for a set of information from the content 
for the search engine collections and in response, returning to the search engine a modified form 
of the requested set of information. Judd discloses intercepting an indexing request from the 
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search engine for a set of information from the content for the search engine collections and in 
response, returning to the search engine a modified form of the requested set of information 
(Judd, Fig. 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine the methods of Chidlovskii and Judd in order to 
indexing the database. 

6. Claims 7-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perkins 
[6,253,198] in view of Rubert et al. ["Rubert", 6,366,915]. 

Regarding to claim 7, Perkins discloses a method for restricting direct access to content 
files by a search engine and a client during an information search initiated by the client and 
performed by the search engine, comprising: 

positioning a search engine interface between the client and the search engine, wherein 
the search engine interface is also positioned between the search engine and the content files 
(Perkins, col. 1, lines 59-61, col. 6, lines 1-3); 

receiving with the search engine interface an indexing request from the search engine for 
a set of information from the content files; operating the search engine interface to retrieve the 
set of information from the content files; passing the set of information to the search engine for 
use in populating a search engine collections (Perkins, col. 10, lines 27-67); 

receiving at the search engine interface a search request from the client (Perkins, col. 1, 
lines 54-57); and 

routing the search request to the search engine for use in searching the search engine 
collections (Perkins, col. 1, lines 59-61). 
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Perkins does not explicitly disclosing modifying content in the set of information with the 
search engine interface. Rubert discloses modifying content in the set of information with the 
search engine interface (Rubert, Fig. 6 A - 6B, 610, 615). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Rubert with 
Perkins in order to modify and update the search request. 

As per claim 8, Perkins and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 7, and further disclose modifying content in the set of information with the search engine 
interface (Rubert, Fig. 6 A - 6B, 610, 615), which inherently includes removing metatags from at 
least a portion of the set of information. 

As per claim 9, Perkins and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 7, and further disclose modifying content in. the set of information with the search engine 
interface (Rubert, Fig. 6 A - 6B, 610, 615), which inherently includes adding additional 
information to the set of information. 

As per claim 10, Perkins and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 7, and further disclose a client search profile defining select collections in the search 
engine collections for applying the search request (Rubert, col. 2, lines 61-64). 

As per claim 11, Perkins and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 7, and further disclose add a client search profile to the received search request to identify 
select ones of the search engine collections for applying the search request (Rubert, Fig. 4-10). 

As per claim 12, Perkins and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 1 1, and further retrieving with the search engine interface user information for the client 
(Rubert, Fig. 4-10). 
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As per claim 13, Perkins and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 7, and further interactive with the search engine to retrieve data (Rubert, Fig. 4-10), v^hich 
inherently includes an instance of the search engine interface that is configured for 
communicating with the search engine, 

7. Claims 14-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Judd et al. 
["Judd", 6,360,215] in view of Rubert et al. ["Rubert", 6,366,915]. 

As per claim 14, Judd discloses a Web server for controlling access to content files 
during a network-based information search initiated by a remote client, the Web server being 
communicatively linked to a search engine with search engine collections and the content files, 
comprising: 

a Web server application in communication with a data communications network 
configured for communicating with the communications network and for receiving a search 
request fi:-om the remote client (Judd, Fig. 1-6). 

Judd does not explicitly disclose add a client search profile to the search request to define 
select collections in the search engine collections for applying the search request and for routing 
the processed search request to the search engine. Rubert discloses add a client search profile to 
the search request to define select collections in the search engine collections for applying the 
search request and for routing the processed search request to the search engine (Rubert, Fig. 1- 
10, col. 2, lines 61-64). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine Rubert with Judd in order to determine which 
database to search. 
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As per claim 15, Judd and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 14, and further disclose the Web server is a HTTP Web server configured to support Java 
and the search engine interface comprises a Java API (Judd, Fig. 1). 

As per claim 16, Judd and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 14, and further disclose the search engine interface is further adapted parsing a set of 
search results retumed by the search engine in response to the routed search request to generate a 
standardized set of search results (Judd, Fig. 1). 

As per claim 17, Judd and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 16, and further disclose discloses a page generator for generating a results page including 
the standardized set of search results, and wherein the Web server application is adapted for 
transmitting the results page over the communications network to the client (Judd, Fig. 1). 

As per claim 18, Judd discloses a computer program for controlling access to content 
files during an information search initiated by a client and performed by a search engine, 
comprising: 

first computer code devices configured to cause a computer to receive a search request 
from the client; second computer code devices configured to cause a computer to create a 
modified search request by applying a search profile for the client to the received search request; 
third computer code devices configured to cause a computer to route the modified search request 
to the search engine, the search engine being commimicatively linked to a search engine 
collections populated with a set of information from the content files; and fourth computer code 
devices configured to cause a computer to intercept an indexing request from the search engine 
for information from the content files and to generate a restricted populating set of information 
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by modifying results of the indexing request, wherein the search engine uses the restricted 
populating set to populate the search engine collections (Judd, Fig. 1-6). 

Judd does not explicitly disclose the search profile defines select ones of the search 
engine collections for applying the modified search request during the information search, 
Rubert discloses the search profile defines select ones of the search engine collections for 
applying the modified search request during the information search (Rubert, Fig. 4-10, col. 2, 
lines 61-64). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Rubert with Judd in order to determine which database to 
apply search request. 

As per claim 19, Judd and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 18, and fiuther disclose generate the search profile based on client information (Rubert, 
Fig. 4-10). 

As per claim 20, Judd and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 18, and further disclose receive a set of search resuUs fi^om the search engine and to parse 
the set of search results into a standardized set of search results for inclusion in a results page 
(Judd, Fig. 1). 

As per claim 21, Judd and Rubert teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 20, and fixrther disclose cause a computer to intercept an indexing request firom the search 
engine for information fi^om the content files and to generate a restricted populating set of 
information by modifying results of the indexing request, wherein the search engine uses the 
restricted populating set to populate the search engine collections (Judd, Fig. 1, Rubert, Fig. 4- 
10). 
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8. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chidlovskii et al. 
["Chidlovskii", 6,327,590]. 

As per claim 22, Chidlovskii discloses a method for concurrently restricting direct access 
to content files by a search engine and a client during an information search initiated by the 
client and performed by the search engine, comprising: positioning a search engine interface 
between the client and the search engine, wherein the search engine interface is also positioned 
between the search engine and the content files; receiving with the search engine interface an 
indexing request from the search engine for a set of information from the content files; operating 
the search engine interface to retrieve the set of information from the content files; modifying the 
retrieved set of information with the search engine interface to include service identifications; 
passing the modified set of information to the search engine for use in populating a search engine 
collections; receiving at the search engine interface a search request from the client; modifying 
the search request to add a particular service identification defined in a client search profile 
(Chidlovskii, Fig. 1-2, col. 2, line 49 - col. 3, line 6). 

Chidlovskii does not expUcitly disclose the search engine compares the particular service 
identification to the service identifications to select a subset of the search engine collections for 
use in the searching. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to compares the particular service identification to the service 
identifications to select a subset of the search engine collections for use in the searching in order 
to just search the user desired search engine to save search time. 
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Conclusion 



9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Nikolovska et al. (6,484,164) disclose data search user interface with ergonomic 
mechanism for user profile definition and manipulation, (col. 1, lines 52-54, add user profile to a 
query). 

Reese (6,374237) discloses data set selection based upon user profile. 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi"om the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chongshan Chen whose telephone number is (703) 305-8319. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 am - 4:30 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Y Vu can be reached on (703)305-4393. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)305-3900. 




A 



Chongshan Chen 
9/5/03 
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